The difficulty index, discrimination and distracter efficiency of college level exam 10 paper was analyzed as an input for taking actions in future test developments. The exam 11 papers of 176 first-year regular pre-service diploma students at Gondar CTE were analyzed 12 using descriptive analysis. Difficulty indices and distracter efficiencies were calculated using 13 Microsoft Excel 2007. Other test statistics such as mean, bi-serial correlations and reliability 14 coefficients were computed using SPSS version 20. Results showed that the mean test score, 15 out of 31, was 17.23 ± 3.85. Average difficulty and discrimination indices were 0.56 (SD 0.20) 16 and 0.16 (SD 0.28), respectively. The mean distracter efficiency was 92.1% (SD 17.2%). The 17 reliability of the test was 0.58. Out of 31, 13 (41.9%) items were either too easy or too difficult. 18
Background

27
The rapid expansion of higher education institutions in Ethiopia seem to compromised quality of 28 education in the country (4). According to Arega Yirdaw (2016), problems related to the 29 teaching-learning process stood first as a key factor that determine quality education in private 30 higher institutions in Ethiopia. To this end, an effective assessment tool, among others, had to be 31 in place to see if the required outcomes could be achieved. or non-discriminating items. Item analysis also help teachers modify instruction to correct any 48 misunderstanding about the content or adjust the way they teach (2).
50
A number of reports on Ethiopian education quality indicated that there was a serious problem in 51 quality of education (4, 19) . Assessment for grading students' achievement in the Ethiopian 52 school system is mainly exercised through the administration of teacher made classroom tests 53 and national examinations (20) . It is thought that the exclusive reliance on multiple-choice 54 questions for school and national examinations may be causing a negative back-wash effect on 4 55 education quality (20) . Objective examination results can be analyzed to improve the validity and 56 reliability of assessments. Post-exam analysis is one intervention to improve the quality and 57 reliability of assessments (17) . As far as the knowledge of the researcher is concerned, no item 58 analysis was conducted at Gondar CTE. Hence the objective of this study was to improve the 59 skills of college instructors to systematically use standardized and validated student assessments 60 with the autonomy of the department. 99 The item difficulty statistic is an appropriate choice for achievement tests when the items are 100 scored dichotomously (i.e. correct vs. incorrect). Thus, it can be calculated for true-false, 6 101 multiple choice and matching items. Difficulty index was computed simply by dividing the 102 number of test takers who answered the item correctly by the total number of students who 103 answered the item (correct + incorrect). Its value ranges from 0 -1; the higher the value, the 104 easier the item and vice versa. The recommended range of difficulty level is between 0.3 -0.7 (1 105 and 6). Items having p-values below 30% and above 70% are considered too difficult and too 106 easy respectively (1). score was 17.23 ± 3.85 (Table 1 ). The median score is 17.0, slightly lower than the mean score.
143
The skewness and kurtosis values for the scores were − 0.020 and − 0.137, respectively. The (Table 3) . Question number 7 is an ideal item in terms of difficulty level (p = 0.54, Appendix A), 182 but good in terms of discrimination (r =0.39, Appendix B). The mean discrimination power is 183 0.16 (SD. 0.28). In many literatures, the acceptable mean r value is ≥ 0.4. considered, there is no any single item which could be labeled as "excellent" (Table 4) . The internal reliability calculated in this summative test was 0.58. This value is a beat less than 227 the expected range in most standardized assessments (α ≥ 0.7). According to (8), a Cronbach 228 alpha of 0.71 was obtained in a standardized Italian case study. Reliability analysis could be 229 categorized as: excellent if α > 0.9, very good if between 0.8-0.9 and good if between 0.6-0.7 (1).
184
230
If the reliability value lies within 0.5 -0.6, revision is required. It will be questionable if 231 reliability falls below 0.5 (1).
233
According to (1), the summative test administered in this study requires revision (KR-20 = 0.58).
234
This might also imply that college educators need to validate their assessment tools through item 235 analysis. According to Fraenkel and Wallen in (12) questions. This revealed that there is some gap in the preparation of good questions. A similar 242 finding was reported in many other literatures (1, 6 and 9).
244
Questions which are too easy or too difficult for a student contribute little information regarding 245 student's ability (17) . Data in this study showed that 32.3% of the test items were too easy 246 (recommended -10%-20%) and 9.6% were too difficult (recommended-20%). Though it is 247 advisable to include easy and difficult items in a given test (10), it would be better if the 248 recommended limits were met. Hence as per the recommendations, there were more easy items 17 249 and fewer difficult items in the current study. A difficult item could mean either the topic is 250 difficult for students to grasp (10, 11) or not taught well (10) or mis-keyed (12) or poor 251 preparation of students.
253
According to (12), the discriminatory power of individual items can be computed either by 254 discrimination index, biserial correlation coefficient, point biserial coefficient or phi coefficient.
255
In this study, the discrimination power of every item was calculated by using point-biserial 256 coefficient. The point-bi-serial coefficient result ( Non-functional distracters make an item easy and reduce its discrimination (10). Question 290 number 31 (Table 7) has moderate difficulty and excellent discrimination power. Probably this 291 could be due to absence of NFDs. However, this doesn't work for other test items probably due 292 to random guessing or some flaws in item writing (10). 
Conclusion and Recommendations 295
Post exam item analysis is a simple but effective method to assess the validity and reliability of a 296 test. It detects specific technical flaws and provides information for further test improvement. An 297 item with average difficulty (p = 0.3 -0.7), high discrimination (r ≥ 0.4) and higher DE value 298 (>70%) is considered as an ideal item. In this study, the summative test as a whole has moderate 299 difficulty (mean = 0.56) and good distracter efficiency (mean = 92.1%). But it poorly 300 discriminates between high and low achieving students. The test as a whole needs revision as its 301 reliability was not reasonably good. Some flaws in item writing were also observed.
303
According to Xu and Liu (2009) in (1), teachers' knowledge in assessment and evaluation is not 304 static but rather a complex, dynamic and ongoing activity. Therefore, it is plausible to suggest 305 that teachers or instructors should have some in-service seminars on test developments. Since 306 most of the summative tests constructed within the college are objective types, item analysis is 307 recommended for instructors at some points in their teaching life. It is also suggested that there 308 might be a specific unit responsible for testing and the analysis of the items after exam 309 administration.
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